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The results of studies exam1n1n§ the effects of class placement on

-
o

the social adjustment of mentally retarded students were reviewed.
Forty:yhree studies-were lgcaﬁéd which compared special piagement
yitﬁ resource or regular class placement. All 43 studies met the
following criteriar a) they investigated the class placement ofsmé;—

tally retarded students (mean IQ =.69.7); b) they included a depen-

-dent measure of socpal adjustment; and, c) they reported quantlta—)

-
\ €

tive tésts of‘placement effects. A comparison of special versus regu-

lar class placement revealed significantly better socifal adjustment -
) ., .

in special classes. A comparison of special versus resource class-

H
.

room placement revealed no difference in overall social adjustment. §
In'addition, social adjustment measures provided ky teachers or
school peers ’indicated better adjﬁstment for mentally retarded stu-

dents in special clasges while measures provided by adults other

. - \
* than the teacher tended to indicate superior social adjustment in -

regular or resource' classes. Self-reports of social adjustment -

~ .

revealed no placement differences. Several other study characteris-
S : LA

tics were.also found to be related to the outcome of class placement

comparisons. Results were discussed from both a theoretical and

v .

policy viewpoint.
, .
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. The Effect of Class Pkacement of the

Social Adjustment of Mentally Retarded Children

*

The soc1alAadjustment of mentally retarded children has been

&

,a concern since the beglnnings'of special education (Esten, 1900) .

Pioneers of special education were optimistic that mentally retarded

>

(MR) children could be effectively educated in the regular class-

- » .
t

,room./Unfortunately, early. attempts at "mainstreaming" ended in fail-

ure (Wallin,-1924). For instance, Johnson (1950) ¥ound MR students
Wiere generally rejected and éocially isolated by, their regular class

peers. Johnson and Kirk (1950) repeated the study in a more "pro-

s

gressive" school system. The results were similar despite the teach-

. 2
er's special efforts to integrate MR students into the regular
" class. These studies supported the belief that MR children could be
- 4
4
better educated in small, homogeneous ‘groups with specially trained

teachers. o
* 1]

. "+ During the 1950's and 1960'% a number of studies formally

2 Ccompared special and regular class placement. These investigations,

+

referred to as efficacy studies, revealed contravening results.

Several studies found superior academic achievement for MR stuQents
B N1 " . . . !
in regular classes (Mulfen & Itkin, 1961 Cassidy & Stanton, 1959)

}

. Lo : : . 't ) ,
while other studies found no diffdrences (Blatt, 1958; Goldstein,

- . i .
Moss & Jordan, 1965; Thurstone, 3959). With regard to, personral
¢ k

adjustment, Blatt (1958) reported no dlfferenceé, whlle Ca551dy

°
.

and Stanton (1959) reported differences on teacher soc1a1'253ust— *

ment ratlngs favoring spec1al class placement and Thurstone (1959)
) '. > 23

found that MR”students‘in regular class @ere.more isolated than MR
4 , ' . , ‘ ’ 0
1

.
& L4 .
. ¢ I
.
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-

students 1n special class. Finally, Goldstein et al. (1965)/found
J -

that special class MR children were®’better adjusted than regular

class MR children, but were less inclined to interact’thh neighbor-
hood peers.

During this same period a number of broader societal factors
‘ L

caused special educators to question the appropriateness of special

¥

class placement (Dunn, 1968; Johnson, P962). Societal factors wnclu-
N .

ded (a), the evolving civil rights movement and (b) new developments:

1n educational theory and technology. A debate developed in tiRe

field of special education. One side supported spec1a1-c1asshp1ace—
, 1 . . v

ment, particularly to fac111tate°§oc1a1 adjustment (Kolstoe, 1972;

Smith & Arkans, 1974) and the other side called for abandonment of,

< .

the 'special class system (Chrlstopolos & Renz, 1969; L11y, 1970). 4

/
Brulnlnks and Rynders«(1971) have cognizantly summarized the argu-

ments presented by various authors for and against special placement.,

S . A
PL 94-142

While the research communlty debated over the empirical evi- -

dence, mountlng professonal and parental concern culminated ain the

s -~

passage of PL 94- 142. PL 94-142 mandates that to the maximum

extent'poésible handlcapped children should be’ educated with child—

-

ren who ,are not handicapped. The mandates of PL 9ﬁ—142, however,

have not empirically resolved the question of effectlve placemeﬁt

.

for the MR ch11d, partlcuzarly the mildly retarded. MacM111an
(1977) has pointed out that many of. the court cagses 1ead1ng up to
passage of PL 94-142 were settled by consent agggement. 'This means

<N

* that decisions were based~more én .social jquments and values rather

- . -

than empirical ‘data. - s

PR

-~




Class Placement and Social Adjustment

W s . -
N . » ,

¢ .0 .
. . © 4
. AN
. -

. Hopefully, future legal and legislative decisions yill be

-
. -

decided on the basis of more formal evidence. 1In light of the man- ’,

; dates of PL 94—145, Abidin and Seltzer (1980) emphasized the 1mpor-

v
-

tance to special education of documenting program' outcomes. As

Semmel, Gottlieb, and RbRinson (1979) note, "schools- are faced with

the central problem of determining the‘}east ?estrictive and most - ”
) effective educgtional.alte}nativeé for handicapped childr?n. This
. deter&inatlon, however, is an empirical iésﬁe that cannoé be re-—
solved through'leéal or legislative dgcre;h (p. 224).
. t . ’ : S y
Previous Reviews . . o,
- A number of reviews of eff;cacy'sthdles aée avai%able. Revie&s

L3 ~

by Goldstein (1967) and Guskin and Spicker’ (1968) concentrate on de-

scribing the methodological inadequacies of studies making placement

-

i comparisons. For example, Guskin]and Spicker (1968) discussed prob-

o lems related to matching MR students in special and regular class.

. They noted the difficulties’caused by matching at the time the study
- —~— - » h
"+ - is undertaken rather than randomly.assigning students to groups. "In

-

generai, both the Goldstein (1967) ,and Guskin and Spicker” (1968) re-

. views conclude that special class MR children display better social //

adjustment than régulér class MR children. They regarded this con-
clusion as tentative, however, because\ of methodglogical problems.

. * MacMillan (1971) described a numpder of conceptual problems in

N :

lass placemenf comparisons. The‘most notable is the number oftigar

tures that make up class placement. For instance,ein‘many efficacy ..

studies (a) children in special classes were labeled "MR" while P

* - . . .
children .in régular classés were not; .(b) the §pecia1 clags had a -
v M ~ ) \ . -

- <

[

5
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teacher with special training; {c) the curricula were drastically .

I3

different; "(d) the pupil-teacher ratio differed between classes; and

(e) the peer groups were dissim:ilar. MacMillan (1971) concluded
. that when differences were found between cldasses it was difficult to
tell which factor or combinatjon of factors produced the effect.,

. The review by Corman and Gottlieb (1979) appeared after the pas-
Y ) >
" sage of PL 94-142 so the concept of "mainstreaming” was emphasized

in this review. It covered studies of academic achievement, social

-
adjystmen$, and attitudes of professional school personnel. The
¢’

social adjuat;Eht studies were divided into those dealing with

(a) other's perceptions of retarded children, (b) EMR pupil's self-
. -
reports, and (c) obsetvations of MR children's behayaor. Corman and
. Gottlieb (1979) conclude that across all measures "studies that com—

pa}ed’the social status of integfated and segregated EMR pupils have

-

revealed that integrated placement 1s not accompanied by social
3 ﬂ
acceptance of retarded children" (p. 271) They add that the gener-

alizability of the finding remains to be tested.
L] X [} ! ¢ .
In general, these reviews suggested that MR children's social
N . Y

+

. adjustment does not profit from regular class placement.. However,

- + Meyers, MacMillan &nd Yoshida .(1980) contended that efficacy studies

[N

contain so many methodological inadequacies that it is difficult to

-

N draw aﬁy systematic’cenclusions from them. ﬁhe’majot criticisms of
tte past research cited by Meyers et al. *(1980) are'tgatﬂprevious‘

- , investigators (a)sused inappropriate or biasedasamplee; (b) employed

uﬁré;dable insttuments and procedures to evaluate academic or social

¢ adjustment; and (c) lacked specificity concerning the nature of the

- - °
L]

independent variable.

'
» -
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The Present Review

¢
s

The purpose of the present investigation was to usé‘recently

devel%ped reviewing procedures to synthesize the e*isﬁ;ng ev;dence

.

L ]
N . . . \ N
on MR students' social adjustment in various classrooms. Techniques

)
v

that sensitively integrate éuantitative reséarch evidence have re-

B *

. cently been developed- and refined. These procedures treat the lit-
- eratlre review process as a unique type of research which requires  «

. the same.rigorous methodology that’is required of primary research- . p
t - . . .
ers (Cooper, Note 1). The methods allow the reyiewer to quantita- \ .

tively aggregate a large.number of reséarch studies and to make more
9

consensual- judgments based on the results (cfi Cooper, 1979; Rosen- -

AN

" thal, 1978). The new procedures alfo allow systematic investigation

of the effects of variation in study methodolbgies on study results .

'(Glass, 19785 Pillemer & Light, 1980)-including the differences in

?

. ! research design alluded to in earlier ‘reviews. Several other recent +
‘ H
reviews have applied these techniéu?s to bodie;’g}\{esearch in spe- .
. & ..
cial education (Cakl@grg & Kavale, 1980; Kavale; 1981). Hopefully,

© b . 2 » i)
R Y

their application to the quéét;on of'placement effects on social adn

- . v

M

justment of MR studerrts will produce so@g insights which have eluded

past reviews. '
a‘ 2 i
Methods \ . * .-
- — , 3
/ ' ! . 4
Study Retrieval Procedures . pd )

< Ny

Poten%ially relevant studies were obtained through manual

-

. N ;
searches of Psychological Abstracts, Current Index to Journgl% in

‘ - -

Education and Resources in Education (ERIC), and Dissertation Ab-




- 1es resulted.ln location of additlonal.research.

but also spent part of the day rece1v1ng special instruction de-

< . . |
.

» .
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acdeptance", "mainstreamed”, "mildly handicapped", 'self concept",
. N “a 1‘
"socialization", "mentally handicapped', and "educable mentally re-
g ’ N
tarded". An on-line computer search of The Exceptional Child Educa-
: ~

tion Resources and ERIC data bases was also conducted The computer

-~ M -~

,search, prov1ded by the Council for Exceptlonal .Children} was en-

ya
titled ”Achlevement Adjustment, and Peer Accegtance of Mainstreamed

Mildly Handlcapped Students". .In addition to the manual and’ compu—

. : {
ter s>arches, an examination of the bibliographies of retrieved stud-

A3

.

Criteria for Determining the Relevance of Studies L. I

The Search procedures yielded a total of 103 non-overlapping ré-
search report titles that were broadly construed as potentially rele-

vant to the topic.  The abstracts and full reports of these studies

were then. Judged for relevance on- several specific cr1ter1a The

-

first criterion was related to the nature of the 1ndependent var1—
able. There‘yere three basic types of class placement. Special

S

class placement was defined by the students spending the majority of

% A

. academlc classroom time in a special class w1th a spec1al teacher.

Resource class placement 1ncluded those 51tuatlons where the stu-

1

dents spent at least ha®f their’ school day in the regular classroom,

\
- F ¢

signed to.prouide helb in specific academic areas. In regulal class =

placement the students spent the entire dayg~-in the regular class-

%
room¥ " In-some regularfclass' lacements there was minimal outside;
supoort provfded to the studeits or_teacher in .the regular class
—. The sec,nd crlterlon involved the dependent variable. Social
ad}ustment was broadly_operationallzed as any measure, ?Zrmaf or . ;

' i. - v
A et 9
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informal, that evaluated Ehe student's adjustment to his or her cla-

“
‘

. ¥ P [
ssroom situgtlon. Four broad categories .of measurement were defined
. v
< -

according to who evaluated social adjustment. The most common'txpe

of social adjustment meszhre involved self-assessment. These meas-

\ ; . Py . P

. ) ures included scales such as the Piers-Harris Children's Self-

13 . -

Concept Scale (Pijers 8 Harris, 1969) and the California Test of Pep\“

sonality (Thorpe,” Clark & Tieggs, 1953). The next most frequent

-

category was teacher ratingé of social.adJugtment. These 1hcluded

o 1n¥bfmal teacher rating ‘scales (12e.; ratings of popularity) and

' .more formal evaluations such as the Vineland Social Mé}urlty Scale

. . .

. ’ . .
(Doll, 1964). The t71rd most frequent category was provided by peer
ratings, generally based on informal measures. For example, a socio- “‘
~ . . . .
metric .questionnaire might ask students_to list the classmates, they

. 4
~

would most like fog friends or playmates (cf. Johnson, 1950). A
. <

t

N N

sociometrie rank yould then be assxgﬁed to each child based on the

0 4 .

. « humber of times his/her name was chosen by peers. The least fre-

o . ' , )
quent category‘gas evaluations By an adult other than the teacher.

Other adults were typically classroom obsggxgﬁs trained by the re-
searcher or MR students! parents. An other qault measure of social

adjustment might involve classroom observers emplogipg a time sampl-
— . . - s . T ‘
- ’ ing technique to record behavior (Gottlieb, Gampel, Budoff, 197%). .
- » ' N
The final two criteria for inclusion in the review were related -

to study désign and analysis: (a) a study had to report a comparison

of two or more class placements, and (b¥ the study had to report
. findings and results in a quantitative manner. v '
. \.
Iﬁ'summary, a study was inc}uded in the review if it met the . .

.

.. . following criteria: - -

-,
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-

-

ustnent

. . . 9
¢ : R - .
' : a) the‘study 1nvestlgated.educatlona1 platément qf. ,
B )
) mentally retarded students; ° S . -
' [ b) the study inclided a dependeht.measute-of social .
iy - adJustment that’could be categorized atcording to
. . ; whether 1t was completed by seifﬁ.peer, teacher *
. \:w g or other adult; , . .
- c) "the study {ncluded a‘cempahlson hetween at least
‘twd placeﬁents' and o ) ) ?
R L ~d) the study reported f1nd1ngs and results 1in a o
’ fashion that could be used 1in quantltatlve aha1y51s
. After hev1ew1ng avairlable abstracts and t1t1es, 44 of the 103 i
stud1es were eliminated because they did‘not meet the above crlterla.~
Another 14 studles were e11m1nated for 51m11ar reasons after the fu11 R
: repopt’was.scrutlnlzed. Finally’, two stud1es that may have béen
reievant tould hot be retrieved. The remalnlng 43 studies met the
crlterla outllned abdve and wehe 1nc1uded‘&n the rev1e;. Blbllogra— NS

- -

ph1c data on studies included 1n the review appear in a sSeparate ref-

4 . -

N
L]

erence section at the end of’the paper.

[

S

G o s S s
[ Characteristics of Individual Studies

¢
L}

v With the general boundaries of the review determinéd, the

dqiext step was to identify aspects of the stirdies that might be rela-
ted . to study outcomes. These variables fell into four general cate-

R ’ . gories. The first category was subJect characterlst1cs, including in-

’

' .
-~ . -

.£ormatlon on the number of subJects used. in ‘the study and their mean

. 10 and age. The second categery included design characteristics

such as (a) how subjects were selected, (b) whether the clasSsroom

.




_of the different types of'assigﬁment procedure®d  and also illustratert

. ’ Class Plaéemeﬂt and Social Adjustment -

. T 10

s1tﬁat%9ﬁ was created by theé experlmevters or existed pnevious to’
N * N \ « o, e
. .. : : ‘
the experiment, (c) the type of assignment used (1.e., random or
\;' - N - . »-J
matched), (d) the time between the study's 1n1t1atlon and the mea-

surement of social ad;ustment,-(e)“the type of placement,cb@parlsén.

\) . ‘. "
L4 i

-made (i.e., special vs. regular, special yS. resource, or regular

'
.

vs. resource),;end“(f) the type of dependent variable used to mea-

2

2

\

sure social éajustment: Also,‘a number of studies }ncluded more

”~ . A3

than one independent Variable in the analysis. When this chupred/F\-

. v
- .

the number of factors.otheﬁ than'class placeme&t‘Were recorded. ' The.

thaird design'category in¢luded aspects of the study's outcome such

-
[} -

as (a) the statistical test used, (b) the test value reported ~

¢
(c) the accompanying pPObablllty level (d) the z-score correspond—

’

’ X

ing to- the probabllity level, and (e) the.degreeshof freedom asso-

v
\

ciated with error. . The final category,'retrieval.éharéctetlstics,,c

>

. : ' ‘e f . ,
included fa) year of publication, " () s&urce of publication, and
. I 4 ¢ ”

(c) how the study was located. A '

ot

Examples of Design Variations

~

a
Imr light of the cr1t1c1sms of preV1ous revxewers, the type of
assignment used in studies deserves careful attentlon Forty—one of

the 43 studies employed a between—students des;gn. Since only twe
. . ’ . ‘

‘of the studies used stugents as théir own control, it was not possi-

ble to compare between and within student designg. )

.
o - v 2
- . - A

The three methods used'tqaassign students to classes wégn‘ran—

7 ¢

. . I i od
dom assignment, matching procedures, or symply employing classes as

they ekgsted. Tﬁfée studiés will be described to ﬁpo&ide examples '

]

thre vafgety of measures used to assess social adjustment.

-3
. : 1.
A ry

-

-

“
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- placement. Co
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age, IQ, and gender. The MR students in regular class resided in

Class Placement and Socials Adjustment
” ° * [
L ' 11 p - :

First, a study b§ Thurstone (1959) compared existing specaial ] !
and regular class placements. Forty MR students (with IQ of 50
to,&S) were located in 30 different régdlar classes from grades
three to eight. 'These classrooms generally ccntalned,onlylone
or two MR students. 'As.a cdmparison'grcup, over 300 MR'students

/ )
were located in 30 special classes)con§aining fron's to 20 chil-
dren. The MR children in the_regular classes were. chosen less )
often as friends by their peérs and-were rated by teachers as sig-

4

nificantly less well adjusted than MR students in special class

)

Blatt (1958), on the other hand, matched 125 MR children by

a county that did not provide special class services. Blatt ~§$§
found that teacher ratings u51ng the New York City Scales of So-
cial Maturlty and Emotlonal Stability favored the special class stu-

dents However, responses on the Callfornla .Test of Personallty 2
S -
revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the two types of place-

. L) ¥ !
ment. . - .

N

-

Finally, Gottlieb, Gampel and Budoff (1975) conducted a study

w £

“&n which’theylrandomlk assigned 22 MR students 'to either regular or

special class placement. Observatlons were reconded £pr each pupil
\ |

'by means. of a t1me sampling method\ Twere categor1es of social be-

~v

havior were recorded by observers. The observations were made prlor
N » 5 . . 3 : \

to class placement twd months after placement, and at the end of N 8§
the academic year. The results at the end of the schoo&jyear 1nd1ca— T~

ted that the regular class MR, students dlsplayed significantly more ’ -

-

pro—soclal behavior than the MR students in special class.

* °
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,identlficatlon.of'Compaﬁison

Three studies made three-way comparisons between special versus
> v Y 0

resource versus regular placement. For purposes of quantitative

anélysis, the data-from these studies were treated as three sgparape
o . - - .

two-group comparisons. Also, there were nlnécstudies that contained

\ >

social adjustment measures by more than one evaluator. These were

[y
, @

treated as separate comparisons. - If a study contained more than one

measure by the same evaluator-, then only the most standardized mea-
4 hel <
sure was used. . . °
. 3 »
In summary, 43 studies were coded Yor analy51s: For purposes

- »

of tﬁls review, these studies contained a total of 56 two~-group com-

parisons of class p&é%ement.

),.

Quantifying Outco%§§

Two primary hefhgds far examining quantitative outcomes across

studies were employed. "The first method of aggregation involved com-

-

bining probabiligies by adding their associated z-scores (cf. Cooper,

1979). This procedure, referred to as the Stouffer Method (Mosteller

N

& Bush, 1954), 1s straightforward and easy to compute when probabil-
'ity levels are reported. Z—scopes associated with the'probability

values are computed for each hypothesis test and the z-scores\are
b ) : . e
summed and divided hy the square root of the number of tests. he

result is itself a z-score which qi? be interpreteéd asogauging the

probablility that the set of study results could have Wgen' generated

by chance. 1In the present application, when a study reported a non-

signifi¢ant result and no p-level was given, a p-level of .50 and

accohpanying z-score of 0.00 was assumed. This was thé case for 22 °

b

-
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of the 59 comparisons. There were three cases 1in which no probabil-
ity level was reported buf the article cogtained énough information |,

to compute a chi square. The corresponding probability was then '

3

used in the analysis. , ' . .

The method of combining probabilities has several inadequacies.

ﬁ First, studies with significant p-levels are more likely to be pub-

. N
lished than‘aré studies with nensignificant p-levels (Greenwald,

1975). This leads to what Rosenthal (1973)_ca11ed .the file drawer
problemt;//ks\g means for gauging the potentia}l impact of relevant

but unretrieved null studies; Rosenthal (1979) and Cooper (1979) Rre-

\

sent equivalent proceaures for estimating the number of null—summlné

studies needed to increase 3 combined prgbability above a chosen
< P 5

) was com-

level of significance. In this review, a fail-safe N (Nfs

puted using procedures-desdribed by Cooper (1979). The fail-safe N

indicat®s the number of additional .studies with a summed null finding

hnad ~

that would de needed to increase the cumulative probability above

N >

the p<.05 level. Cooper states that "The fail-safe N is an impor-
tant descriptive statistic in that it allows a reader to easily eval-
uate the 'strength' exhibited in a review against thedjelt complete—- /

ness of the review's sampling procedure. However, a limitation of

0

.the fail-safe N should be pointed out. It is an appropriaté guide
for the reader only if the assumption of a summed ndll relation in
undiscovered studies is acceptable. :It isfalways possible thgt a
smaller number of studies exist that ha;e a summéa z-score of equal 5

wetureresatas st ar s ouensn

but neqatlxevuaiue—%e—%he—sum~ofﬂtho§e*revtéwed. The plausibility

of this alternative also should .be considered by the reader"

(p. 135). ! - ‘
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- / A second shortcoming of the combining probabilities technique

is that-it does not taa‘thg wealth of information contained in the

variation in results from one study to another. This fact led to

the second method of quantitative '‘synthesis. Procedures capablk of
. | *

‘ uncoverirg systematic variation in study results have been piéngered

.

by Glass (1976, 1980). Glass' procedures involve the calculation of

-~

§tiszfg$£eet sizes (Cohen, 1977) -and the relating of these to study .
characteristics. ° N Cot

Effects Size Estimation

A to%al of 59 effect sizes could be computed from the 59 hypo-
thesis tests. The effect size used was the d-index (Cohen, 1977).

-2
The d-index gauges the difference between two group ‘ieans in terms
"

of their common (average) standard deviation. If d .3, it means

that 3/10 of a standard deviation' separates the average persons in

-
the two groups. The d-indexes were calculated by the following.

-

formula:

X special placement - X regular/resource placement
d = ~ —
) SD special class placement

This computation resulted 1in a positive effect size (ES), if the

study favored the special class and a negative effect size if the

-

study favored the regular or resohrce,cbass. Cohen (1977) regards

d-indexes of .20 as'small, .50 as medium and .80 as large.

The d-index transforms the result from any two-droup comparison
into a common standardized metric. Findings from a numbér of stud—
. y . 4
ies can then be combined and analyzed sifmultaneously. Effect sizes

were most often computed through transformation of Xt and F ratios

>~

(cf. Friedman, 1968).= Some of the t and F values were estimated by
<

v Y

- . "1 o ~ N °

L\
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b}

the significance level and the sample size when no group means wWere

v
-

. réportéd and only the value of multiple dggree of freedom statistics

t
* -

was given. If non-parametric statistics or percentages were used,

effect sizes were calculated using procedures described by Glass

(1978, '1980). Also, Hedges (1980) has noted that d-indexes computed
for small samples may be biased, so Hedges' correction factors were

. ‘ v
empléyéd to adjust for potentially inflated effect sizes. Finally,

if a study reported a nonsignificant result and not enough informa-

tion was provided to determine the effect size,”d d-index of 0.00
¢

. _ .
was assumed. This occurréd in 24 cases.
P v -~

Cohen (1977) presents several measures of distribution overlap

meéant to enhance the interpretability of effect size indexes. The

. L)

overlap measuré employed in this review, called U3, tells the per-

-

dentage of the population with the smaller mean that is exceeded by
the average person in the population with the larger mean. For

instance, if d = .3 then‘U3 = 61.8, meaning the average person in

. k)
.

the higher-meaned group exceeded 61.8% of the people in the lower-
~ . - N [}

£y

meaned group. A table for converting the d-index to U3 1s presented

by Cohen (1977, p. 22). -«

‘Results

Deécriptlon of the Literature -

Three thousand six~hundred and twenty-eight students participa-

ted in' the 59 hypothesis tests. The average age of the students was

11.4 (SD = 2.5).while the average IQ for all S&tudents was 69.7

(SD = 5). The mean year of report appearance was 1970 (Sh = 6.8).

The mean number of MR subjects from special classes per study was
. .

-
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+ 48.2 (SD = 31.2). The mean number of MR students from regular

.

classes was 45.1 (SD = 33.7) and the mean pumber of MR students per

study from resource classes was 34.2 (SD = 15.5). Table 1 provides -

.
1]

descriptive information for those hypothesis tests.which compared

\ special versus regular and’special versus resource class separately.
A . 6
- Insert Table 1 About Here -

> e
*

thirty-two of the hypothesis tests appeared in professional

journals while 27 were found in sources such as ERIC or Dissertation

"Abstracts International. Thirty-four tests_resultgd in significant

(p<035) findings, and of these 19 appeared ih-Journals. A chi square 1

.

revealed no significant relationsﬂlp between outcomes of a hypothe-
. . 7 -

s1s test (significant vs. nonsignificant) and whether it appeared in

N »

. a journal-or other source (xz(l) = .10, p>.10). |

e .

%

Design Characteristics and Outconte

«

Between and within student designs. Orly two studies utilized

v

& a within-students design. Both studies also used a self-concept -

measure of social adjustment. Schurr, Towne, and Joiner (1972) eval-

te

uated self-concept in existing class placement for- 22 MR studenFs.
They reported that the self-concept of MR students in special classes
steadily improved Wikh time. However, students who were returneg to
regular class during the year reverted to a lower self-concept.

Strang, Sm and Rogers (1978) compared the self-concept of MR stu-
v

dents in special classes before and after being randomly assigned to N

i.-i N half-day integration into regular class. Better self—cdnéept scores ‘7

for the integrated students were found at the end of the school year.
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Type of assignment. Random agsignment was used in 19 of the

hypotheszs/testé wﬂile 16 tested students in their respective class—

rooms w1yhout,any attempt at manipulation, and 13 teets'occurred with

b

groupe/éhét had been matched on selected variables. The variables *
most/}requently used for matching were IQ, age, sex and race. The
type of assignment could not be determrned for 11 of the hypothesys
!eests. The percent of stuales finding 51gn1f{cant results for each
///' éype of assignment were as follows: 58% for random a551gnment 81%
for pre—ex1st1ng p¥acement; 39% for matched samplings; and, 55% for ,
unknown procedures. A chi square (with Yates correctlon) involving

outcome (significant vs. nonsignificant) and type of assignment (ran-

dom vs. matched vs. pre—exxsting) was not significaht (X = 3.91, -

(2)

ns). Separate chi squares for each pair-wise comparison revealed a

‘x (1) of 1.18 (ns) *or random versus matched, a X (1) of 1,21 (ns)

for random versus pre-existing and a X (1) of 3.70° (p<.07) for

-

i

matched versus pre-existing.

»

Cless Placement : ’ .

s Resource versus‘regular placement. Only 5 of the 59 hypothe-

Sis tests investigated regular vepsus resource class placement.
Three of these reported no difference (Flynn, 1974; Flynn & Flynn,

- \ -
1970; Smith & Kennedy, 1967). The other two reported significant . -

differences in favor of the regular class. Kendall (1977) evaluated
5 the self—concept of 90 randomly selected stﬁdents from special, reg-

. -

ular and resource class placement. Results indicateg that the .
MR stgdents in regular class Had-superior self-concepts compared to Zﬁ

eisther the resource or special class students. Leyis (1974) also
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rresource-class placement. Becausé of the small number of hypothesis

¥
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investigated the self-concept of MR students in the three placement

' {
options. Random selection was not employed. MR students in regular

class were found to have better self-concepts than MR Students in
¢

- tests, the regular versus resource comparison was not included in

subsequent analyses.

Insert Tables 2 and 3 About Here

Special versus regular placement. Table 2 lists the 47 compari- P

sons of MR students in special versus regular classes. Eighteen of
the tests foundﬁsignlficantly better social adjustment in special .

3
Classes, while 15 found ro difference, and 9 found superior social
¢

-

adjustment in regular classes. An overall probability was generated

1} »

using procedures referred to in the methods section (Mosteller &

Bush, 1954). 2Zdscores favoring regular .class placement were assigned

[N

J T
negative values. The overall Zma was +2.39 (p<.02) which supports

the conclusions of previous narrative reviews that social ad}hstment

is better in special classes &Golqételn, 1962Z{ Guskin & Spicker, ’

PN

1968; MacMillan, 1971). The humber of Yull summing studies needeq |

Xo‘raise this p-level above .53 is 47. ,

_Special versus resource placement. Table 3 lists the twelve

‘w

* :
hypothesis tests that expkored special versus resource placement.

Two tests reported significant results in favor of special Elass,

- -

~

. s e r—— .
__gQggg_;ﬁmmxﬂzxiiﬁéﬁdiéeant~resuit§”iﬁ favor of the resourée‘%lass, . 1
. -

° < '

- *
and seven found no significaft difference. Z-scores favoring the
. 3

.

resource class were assigned negative values. The-Zma for social

adjustment was -.66 (ns). Although nonsignificant, the ‘factsthat

* . 3
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the Zma for special versus resource placé;;;t was ‘negative suggests
’
oy )

"~
that the social adjustment of MR students in resource classes may

-

have been slightly better (the magnitude of the effect is described

¢ . ' .
J 5

below).

6.‘

A ‘breakdown of the placeﬁent cBmpargson results, according to who ¢

evaluated adjustment revealed some interesting findings. ?he first

analysis combined comparisons of special versus both regular and re- ,

~
-

source placement in order to yaximize cell sazes! The self  measure

2 ]

Zma was -.46 {ns, N = 27), the teacher measure Zma was +3.24
&

L3

(p<«.001, "N = 13), the.;eer measure Zma was +3.20 (p<.001, N = 8),
LS - . \ .
and other adult measure Zma was -2.10 (p=.04, N = 6). .o

,
.

The brgakdown reveals’ that the separate .evaluators df social
adjustment may have had conflicting opinions about which placement -y

»

was best. The teachér and peer measures favo% special class place-~

ment while the other adult measures favor the regular or resource [
class placement. Though nonsignificant, MR students appeared to

© i

agree' with other adults. L o

.

It should be notedsthat the nunmber of probabilifies used/to ggl—

culate the Zma for the other,adult and peér measures was small and’
Ry ». ) o f .

- .8
this makes the findings for these measures less certain. Specifical-~ .

ly, for the teacher measure, the fail-safe N was 37, for peers N_._

equalled 22 and for other adults Nfs equalleq 4,
The Zma for self measures in comparisons of special versus regu-
/. ) ’ . . h
- lar class placement only was -.03 (ns, N = 19), for teacher measures
Zma = +2.93 (p<.004, N = 11, Nfs = 24), for peer measures Zma = +4.16
. N /‘ \
~ ° 0“ 3
Q - . {v_L




Fad I

.X - . ’ toe

| Class Placement .and Social Adjustment

. IE RN .
' R - ¢ e *
e

| PN - " , . 20
‘l . .,é'u% ...g‘gaf -§‘$ ’ . - . ’ o
\ P e i -

(p< 001, N%= 7, 'ﬁghf 363}.and ﬁor other adult measures Zma-— —2 30

f -

ia the speclal \Y% sas reSe-gﬂ,_compan;son was .81 (ns, N = 8), for

N = 2), for peer measures
| : .

the.Zma was -1. (p<.05,-N = 1), .and for the dther adult measures
Vo 5

: .
the Zma = 0.0 {ns, N = 1). 0Of the eight *total peer measurements

. L o
only one did not favor the special placement and it.compared special
. v ‘(\__ “ . =

, B
versus resource classes. ~
-

In summary, for badth special Oersus regular and special versus

.
14

. 0 ‘ R - { . .
resource class comparisons, teachers‘reported better social adjust-

- ¢
ment for the MR students in spec1a1 Classes, though the special ver—

« “

sus regular comg@rlson ‘was more def1n1te. Peers reported better MR

" classmate adJustment 1n special class-when it was compared to regular

v A

class, but ﬁie single’ study comparing special and resource,classes
' . P -,

LN . '
favored regource classes. When other adults compared special and
174 .

,regular classes they found regular class to be superior. The single’

other adult special versus resource comparison found né difference.

The MR students themselves reported better adjustment in either regu—

\

* lar or resource classes, but both results were far from s1gn1f1cant.

Effect Size Analysis ‘ . -

The mean d—index«for all measures of social adjustment comblned-

'

across all comparlsons waSv+ 03 (SD = .Sg; N = 54). This means that

¢ .

the average social adJustment evaluat%on of special class MR stu-

“

< ,"
dents was better than 51,2 percent of the MR students in regular or

i -
.

v

~

32

~ .

3
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.the direction described above. All .the effects would be labeled
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K . . R
resource classes. ' The average effect, -however, masks some larger*op—

> .. 3
~
M .

posing. effeéts, as the initial combined probability analvses indica-
. ‘e 1 3
ted. ' . .
. ) .
Table 4 provides a b;eakdown of the mean d-indexes for each type
AN

of placement comparison. These estimates all indicate relations in O

S
= ~ “ A A Ky

~ Insert Table 4 About ‘Here « e
g

; - : 7 T = ' e

small except for the peer and other adult measures comparing special

>

versus pegular placement. These d-indexes woplé‘b%51abeled medium
butlln,oppqsipe directions. Cern's labels, however, should be‘ap-
plied witp extreme cauflon and may not be valuable a§/indi;ators of
practical significance within topic areas (see EOOper,-in.bress).

P

Vg
Studies Involving“Multiple Social Adjustment Evaluations

¥ - .

A total of 19 tests occurred in studies that employed.hore'than
. s

, O measure of social adjustmént. These studief provide added exper-

. ~\
imental control for examining the uncovered evaluator differences.

.

Seven studieﬁ containing multiple measures compared special ver-
.‘ . V.
sus regular placement. ' Blatt (1958) employed teacher and Relf med-
- N . »
sures on 125 matched MR students. He found teacher measures favored .

special class placement (d = 1.05) while'no difference was found be- >

tween ire two’ placements on self measures. Thurstone (1959) used
peer and teacher measures with MR students in’ pre-existing special .
and regular classes. She found effects in favor of the special -

classes for both measureq'(peer d = +61; teacher d = .35). Bagher

L

(196%) used peer, teacher, and self measyres and found the social

adjustﬁent of special class MR students superior when teachers

‘ 3 ~ 1

~,
v

~
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(d = .33) and peers (d = .53) did the evaluating but no difference
' . 4

when self measures were used. Thesé three studies reported results

~1deiqt1dal— to the owverall conclusions of this review. Three studies
. ) ’

N

_partially supported the general findlng.> Budoff and Got@ileb (1?76[

collected teacher and ‘self méésures on 31 randowly a551gﬁed MR stu-

.
Y
e

dents. They found no difference for teacher measures, but demonstra- |

ted superidr-socral adjustment for ;he regular class when‘self mea—
sures were used (& = -1.37). Coy (1977) used’ teacher measures “and
parental perceptions of social adjustmené and found bpth to favor
regular class .(teacher d = -1.28; ;ther adult d:: -.86?. Schell
(}95@) used teacher and self mea%rpésj but found no difference on
either measure. Finally, one multiple evaluator study proauced re-
- A
'sultsithat we;e contrary tq the géqeral trenq. Goldstein, Moss and
Jordan (1%65) employéd measures of parental and self—percepélons and

k 4

found significant effects in favor of the special classes.in both
b ]

¥
o -

<

. cases (self d = .52; other adult d = .71); o .

- ’ ' : . .
» Two studies with multiple: evaluators compared special with re-

-

¢

soyrce placement. Kehle and Guidabald (1978) ' used teacher /and self

ymeasures with rahdomly assigned students. They found
e

sures favored the special class (d = .34), bus-found no differénce

’

acher mea~

for.the self measure. Tilley (i971) empfoy%d.teacher and peer mea-

sures and found no difference on eitWer measure... Of the two studiés,

oné fully supported the general finding and one reported partial sup-

port.
4

’

In sum, ‘this sepanate'analysis of tests in sfudies with multiple

measures of social adjustment revealed a pattern of evaluator differ-

- s »

ences substantially similar to the overall results. This finding

.
—

. 4 Y

v

S
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increases confidence that evaluator effects were not due to other

s,
- design characteristics associated with a particular researcher'’ s

1]

choice of who would Judgg adJustment. '

- . ’ V

Other Design Characteristics and Outcomes . ' .
- = .

L )
) \>As ancillapy,analysis, correlations were\cqmputed between a num-

R

ber of study characterlstics and the direction~of ‘the study outcome.

- Comparisons finding special class superior were. coded —l, nyll com-

.parlsons were coded 0, and comparisons favzgggg eirther regular'or re—

. s
source class were coded-:+1.

. N

The~correlation between direction of outcome with the average '

A

. IQ o? students 1n the study was non51gniflcant (r .17, ns), as

(24) =

was that with chronological age of students (r(26) £ -.13,"'ns), and

with the number of sindependent variables other than class placement

”

used in the study (r(ll) 29 .ns), .
. .
+ ' The correlatzon between the direction of outcome and year of

appearance .of the study neport was 51gn1ficant (r(53) = .45, p<.0l1). "

-

‘ N
- Tests finding Signifitantly better so¢ial adjustment for s;udents in "’

regular ob resource class placement had a mean appearance year of

1973.6 (SD'4.9) while.the mean’ appearance year of‘tests finding no

s -
.

difference was 1971.5 (SD 6 S) and tests finding Significantly bet-
ter adjustmerit in special class placement averaged an appearance
year of 1965.6 (SD 6.8). Further analqisa.s revealed that® tests report—

ing better social adjustment in special classes appeared earlier

*

than those reporting no difference (t(AO = 2.94, p<0l) or superior
‘.

adJustment in regular Oor resource class (t(SOf = 3.94, p<001),

There wag no significant difference 1in year of report appearance

(‘) ..' Ay
~J
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. between tests reporting better social adjustment for regular/
— 1 R L .
¢ Pd . - N »

- resource classes and those finding no difference (t 32) = 1-.08,
g

p>.10),

v . A possible@Eonfound of relations Qou}d eﬁist,lf studies dene s

- relatively eariy\hore often used peer and teache evaluations, since

< .
v

- . it was shown thaf studies using these evaluators»ﬁﬁ§0Ffed flndings .

more”favorable to. special clasg placement. However, the mean appeaf- -
; . .
@nce year”for studies using peer and/or teacher measures was*1968.6

Y 0
-

“ t(sb 7, 7), while the mean appearance year for studies u51ng self and ;

J
ey L

other meagures was 1970.5 (SD = 6.6). This difference was not sta-

tistlcally significant (t

= .94, ns). Thus, the relations be-
. \ (s2)

b - ' '
tween outcome, year of appearance, and evaluator do not appear to e
) - N

cornfounded. ' .

The correlation betweeﬁ‘the Qifection of outcome and the delay

between the “tgitration of the study and wher; the ‘measure of soc!al'
e

aajustment was taken. approached s1gn1f1cance (r .41, p<.10).

(18)

The average delay between study initiation and the measurement of

N .
* .

social adJustment was 17 months (SD = 13.9). For those omparisons

<
-

in which. social adjustment was judged superior in special ss the |,

>

mean length of delay was 25.1 onths (SD = 18) whide comparisons

. . "‘. finding regular. or resource classes supeglervﬁad a mean delay of 9
. = months (SD = 7.6). 1It m:st be remehbered,vheweQer, ghat_tﬁas find- -
‘ ing is easea on afsma%l nambeé.of studies reporting elapsed time : :
~ ¥. ' ' ’
(N = 19). o ‘ -
) * This finding couid again be felated éo the‘evaiuator of‘sgbial.
= ¢ adjustment. The mean delay getween.initiaeion.of_phe stﬁay ane the . ¢
. measurement of social adjustment for the comparisons using peek‘and‘
. ’ Y . ] Y -
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teacher measures was 15.7 months' (SD = }3) and for éelf and other

adult measures was 18.2 months (SD = 15.4). This difference did not
.39, ns).
/

Finally, because it was early found that type of assignment was |

-

- approach significance (t(17) =
related to the significance/nonsignificance of a study, a chi squafe
was computed between type of assignment (random vs. matched vs. pre-
existing) and type of social adjustment measure (peer vs. teacher
vs. self vs. other adult). This analysis revealed that these two

. ° ¢

. variables were not.éonfounded (X2 = 2.25, p>.10, df = 6).

Dlscussisn and Conclusion

Tﬂe results of tAis review indicate’that special plqcement of
e MR students is beneficial to social adjustment when special placement

% is cémpared to regular plaéement. -This conclusion is in agreement

- B with the narrative reviews of Corman and Gottlieb (1§79), Goldstein

.
0

% (1967), Guskin and Spicker (1968), and MacMillan (1972). However,

* no significant difference in social ‘adjustment was found when special
7 ' - . B
" class was compared to resource class. The direction of-these results’

favored the resource class.

. 'The Role of Adjustment Evaluator
. - € .
N \ The .presentt review also provided some ‘insights not reported in ,
‘ . . [l N k t
the earlier reviews. Most ipportantly, the results of/%?acément com-

parisons appeared to be related-to who made the evaluation of social’

3.
-~

¢ adjustment. Previous rééearcher§-in this area have noted the possi-

0 bility of such a relationshp but it wés never formally explored

(Gotslieb, Semmel, .& Veldman, 1978). In general, those tests using

social adjustment ratings made by an adult other than the teacher

+ - *

) ‘.
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appeared more. likely to find better social adjustment for MR students

\ o

" in regular or resource class*while those tests using teacher evalua- .

L)

*tions or regular class peer ratings tended to find superior social

adjustment in special ¢lasses.

An explanaéion for the teacher and peer finding is suggested by
several related studies. Firét, r;gular classroom teachers and
ch;ldren (a);hold predoqinantly negatjve attitudes toward retarded
chiléren (Copeland & Weissbord,‘1976; Warren, Turner & Brody, 1964),
and (b) generally do not favor integration of MR students into the

Pregular,qlassroom (Siperstein & Gottlieb, 1978). For'eiample,
Shotel, Iano and McGettigan (1972) examined the attitudes of regular

%’ .

. classroom teachers who did and did not have experience teaching MR

s

students. They found that over 90% of teachers with experience

~ -

teaching MR students were not in favor of intedrating them into the N

‘regular class. Siperstein and Bak (1980) note that ""Since regular

classroom teachers' attitudes toward mentally retarded persons are ¢

- .

generally negative, tﬁeir expectancies for retarded children are
. ’ -

usually poor" - 210, also see Salvia, Clark S'Ysseldyke, 1973).
p "

It seems reasonable to assume, then,. that (a) the neéative atti-

tudes of teachers and peers might be transmitted to the MR student
and affect their social adjustment and/or (b) that these negative

o ~-;%attitudes might bias the Jjudgments of teachers and.peers when eval-

uating MR students. While the negative bias of regular class teach-
L 3 .

ers and peers may contribute to the rated superiority of special N
, - . ,

class, it also seems reasonablé to assume that special class teach-
3 ers would teﬁﬁ’Lo have positive attitudes toward MR students (Efron

& Efron, 1965) and that special class peers would have more !

ks

Q : Y
’ ~

Cu
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favorable attitudes toward other MR students. These could also

’

enhance either the actual or perceived adJugtment of MR students in

1
special classes. S
’ /: - . M

Social adjustment measures by’adults other than the teacher
tended to favor regular/resource class placement. Most of the other
- ) - .

adult measures were either filled out by parents or ciassrgom observ-
L1
ers. Attitudes and‘?xpectancies for these evaluators are not as

-\ . clearlﬁ identifiable as for teachers and peers., It is %hteresting,
. therefore, to note that of the six tests using other adult raters,
‘three ‘occurred in studies conducted in the 1960's when special class

- placement was looked upon favofably. Two of the three tests found
’ 4 s
no dif?erence, and one favored special class. On the other hand,

s

all three of éhe other adult tests conducted in the 1970's, when pub-

lic support for special class placement was eroding, found in favor

-~

< )
of regular/resource class placement. - l

Responses on self measures of social adjustment appeared to ba

the‘;east affected by class placement. The sglf responses of MR stu—

dents did not clearly favor eitHer type of class placement although
N B

there was a slight trend toward better self-assessments in regular/

-

resource classes. The self responses represented the most complex’
type of measurement and were undoubtedly influenced by multiple

factors other than class'placement. - .

°
- v

Other Désign Variables,

«

Hypothesis .tests with earlier appearance dates were more 1ikeiy

to report results that favored special class placement. This find-~
. inggwas unrelated to ‘the evaluator of social adjustment. Sixty-five

.
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percent of the tests finding the social adjustment of special class

N MB students to be Superior appeared before 11968. As noted above,

this date>marks the end of the period when sbecial class placement -
-~ * P-3 -

¢ . -~
was the pﬂilosophically and practically preferred ‘method for educat— -

ing MR children (MacMillan, 1977).f In distinction, 83% of the tests

. . A)

in wh1ch regular or resoupce class placement was associated with

[y

superior soc1al adjustment appeared between 1968 ‘and 1979. During

this perlod “the professional special education community, along with
4 "C
parent groups and the courts, were seriohsly questioning the use of

special class placement for milqlhR students. Much of the debate

and subsequent change in professional attitude was initiated by :
Dunn's (1968) classic article which questioned the appropriateness

of segregated education and offered alternative placemsnt sthate-
gies, many of which were later implemented. The temporal pattern "of

2]
results concerning social adjustment, then, appears to correlate

>

with the change in philosophical attitude. hegrettably, it is impos-

sible to determine (a) if Dunn foresaw changes>that were about to

¢

occur or (bi if Dunh's remarks somehow influenced how subsequent re-
search‘in special education was conductedr’ckf// .

. - lhe amount of time students spent in class‘placement from the
. s initiation of the study to the measure of social adjustment also

——

tended to relate to, the outcome of the hypoth951s test though .this

.

4

relation did not reach statistical s1gn1f1cance. If the measure of

-

soc1al ad}ustment was taken within the same school year as the initi-

w

ation of the- study, then MR students in,régular or resource classes

were judged more socially adJusted than the1r counterparts in spe-
[ 8

\

- cial classes! If, on the other hand, the final measure of social
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adjustment was delayed at least 1nto the second year of placement,

then special class was more likely to be judged superior. MR stu-
4

dents in special class are likely to remain together with the same

&
teacher for Jan extended period of time and may experlence less

" change in curriculum, classmates etc., from one school year to the

next. This fact may partially account for the finding described

above.. The longer MR students remain in a particular setting, the
-1 \

more likely they are to accommodate and adapt and therefore be

judged positively in terms. of social aéjustment. In contrast, MR

]

students in regular or resource classes are more prone to experience
changes from one school year to the next and these changes may
]

result in less favorable judgments of social adjustment over periods

spanning more than one school year.

©

Policy Implications N

- -

In a r%cent interview Kirk (cited by Thomas, 1981) stated that,
"I think{..peer acceptance and social ddjustment of the child...is

the major problem facing us in our present mainstreaming progranms."

<
.

(p. 123). This review has demonstrated that the problem of social
adjustment referred to by Kirk is a éomplex one. Questions concern-

ing which class placement will'facilitate the social adjustment of

MR students cannot be answered without con51der1ng who jis<evaluating

~

social adJustment and when the evpluatlon occurs. If the concern of
policy-makers is with teacher or peer perceptions of placement then

special class appears to be the preferred option. If, on the other
+8 ¥

hand, the perceptlon of social adjustment is dependent upon the eval-

uation of observers and parents, then the regular/resource class
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placement appears best. Finally, if the concern is with the MR stu-

£ - . -
dents' own perceptiom of self-adjustment, then placement appears to

make little difference.

.

- The effect of placement on social adjustment can be further
illuminated through the examination of effect sizes. For example,
if administrators are primarily concerned with teacher perceptiﬁhs

of social adjustment, then the teacher effect size, though small,
: . .

x

"may have more practical implications for planning fhan the larger

peer or other adult effect ;;zes. -

Effect sizes also have implications for the,cost/bengfit analy-
sis of special versus resource versus regular class placement. Fgf
instance{ adﬁinistratoré must‘determine what i?pact, or size of
effect, will be considered practically important in terms of making

placement decisions. The answer to the question of degree of effect

-

will again depend upon whose perception. of social adjustment is mést:

valued by decision makers.. If the teacher or peer perspective is

administratively preferred, then the socigl adjustmens of MR stu-

dents in special class is clearly superior and the cost assSéﬁated"
with ﬁpecial class placement may be seen as’legitimate. However, if
the other adult or self measures are the favored perspecfive, then

the higher costs of special class placémeht may.not'seem justified

in terms of enhanced social adjustment. Ty
! ?
There is obviously no simple solution to the issue of social

adjustment and class placement for MR s;uden{s. Howe&er, the
results of this review have deﬁonstfated the.importance of consider-

ing different gerspectives and have provided a first step toward

‘gauging the impact (effect) of different strategies. Without such a

«
»

\ f)() . . -
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[ 4

determination,, questions related to complex socio-educational issues

!

.

will continue tg defy practical resolution.
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Table 1

' x
.Descriptive Information for Types of Class Placement Comparisons

a

¢ Specaial ‘ Specaal
vsS. vVS.
S Regular ] Resource ¥
Number of hypothesis tests 42 12
Number of subjects per hypothesis test
X ‘ : . . 48.11 29.54
N . N)
SD ’ . o 32.63 10.88
Avérage IQ of special class st':udents1 ;
x ' i 68.12 © 74.76
- sD - ) _ ) 3.35 9.53 .
E @
Average IQ of.regular class MR students
¥ - 3
X : ) | 69.75 ’ -— \
] . 3 -
SD . . 3.50 " —
- Average IQ of resource class MR students - . N
‘ .
X - C S - . 73.12 '
SD . — + 9.58
Average agé 6f special class s-tudents2 . \
X B ' . ; - 11.73 9.60
¢ - ) . ,7 ’
SD T 2.55 & .82 -
Average age of MR-students in regular class i SN )
- . . ¢
. » 4 ,
X L . 11.74 L - )
. SD , - . 2.58 ' _—
Average age of MR students in resource class
X o . _—_ 9.80
» ”* ’

SD g - _— 1.10
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Table 1 (continued)
*
e Only five hypothesis tests investigated regular versus resource

class placement so summary statistics for this comparison are not included.

IQ measures are based on a population mean of 69.71 (SD = 5.01).

_sAge measures are based on a population mean of 11.29'&ears kSD = 2.45).
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; Table 2 ST N
Comparison of Special Versus Regular Class Placement
Effect
Author(s) * Year Outcome p-level” Size Measure
. . ) ' *k . %* v
Bacher, -J. H. 1965 special=regular .500 0.00 self .
& ’ '
Blatt, B. - 1958 special=regular .587 0.00 self
A2
Budoff, M., et al.' + 1976 regular>special_ .005 - 1.37 self
Ty ‘ * . %
“Calhoun, G. A. 1978  special=regular .500 % . 0,00 self .
Calhounz G. A., et al. 1977 regular>special .025 .92 self )
' _ ok . \;‘ X
Carvajal, A. L. . 1972 special=regular .500 . 0.00 self
Cassidy, V. M., et al. 1959 special>r¢gular.l .050 .27 self .
Goldstein, H,, et al. 1965 special>regular .025 .52 self
e . k% * )
Holland, J. W. 1971 special=regular .500 0.00 , self
. v ' .
Jordan, T. E., et al. 1959 special>régulaff\ 025 Tt W43 self °
B . ¢ - * L -
Kepdall, W. S. 1977 -~ regular>special .025 . .71 | self
‘. v * ‘ . Q .? ) . .
Kérn, W."H., et al. . 1962 special>regular .025 .61 | self
4 &
T : . . C o *k %*
Lewis, M. E. <1974 speclal=regular .500 . 0.00 ' self
L3 o \ ’ .
Meyerowitz, J, H.- 1962 4  regular>special .002 .45 self ’
- 4 * ¢ . * ) ’
Myer's/, J. Koo 1976 special>regular .025 .35 ™ self
. . ! . k%, ' . *°,
Rouse, B. G. N . 1974 speeial=regular .500 ., 0.00 self .
- ; . X - . 4 . . . . v .’. % . PEEN .
Schell, J. -S. %959 special=regular .500 L 0.00 self
] > . : 0 - L TR
Schurr, K. T., et al. 4 1972 special>regular ~ .Q25 T3 self
N . 1 - r . ‘e ° 4
Zito, R. J., et al. 1969 regular>special .025 .30 self’ !
Y . ﬁ s .
e e - - - Rl e
3 . . *
Bécher,‘J, H. co 1965 special>regular 025 .53 } teacher .
. ‘ R N x oL * .
Blatt, B. - 1958 special>regular  *..005 1.05 teacher
. . -~ ., .« . ! © k% o ok R
Budoff, M., et al. 1976 special=regular ,+500 0.00 ” teacher* | .
. ~ ) ‘Hi . ¢ ¢ L g ° ’
Coy, M. N. . 1977 regular>special 002 . 1.28 "teacher
(Continued on next page) * . . . *
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\ .Effect - .
Author(s) Year . Outcome p-level - Size Measure
- - ' l, *
Elenbogen, M. L. A. 1957 . special >regular .025 . .53 teacher
Hoeltke, G. M. / 1967 special>regulér ' .025 .58 teacher-
S ’ ’ .
Macy, D. J., et al. 1978 special=regular 545 v° 0.00 teacher
Meyers, C. E., et al. 1975 special=regular .360 . .10 teacher
Rucker, C. N., #t al. .1970 !  special>regular .025 , ‘.77 ' teacher:
, " k% R
Schell, J. S 1959 special=regular $i.500 0.00 teacher
i .
Thurstone,” T. G. .+ 1959 special>regular .025 '{35 teacher
e e et o o > ______._ /_' _
- ) R - (7
Bacher,, J. H. ‘ 1965 special>regular .025 " .53 peer
Goodman, H., et al. 1972 4specia1>regular .008 e ;1.15 péer
i . ‘ ~ .
Gottlieb, *J,, & Budoff, M. 1973 special>regular .025 .45 peer
. & ~ .
' ‘ *% - s *
thtlieb, J., & Davis, J. 1973 ~ special=regular .500 * 0.00 peer ; : L
. . '
Lapp, E. R. 1957 specialsregular .025 ' .66 ‘peer o
‘ . ) % ¥ %
Spann, J. M. 1977 special=regular .500 p.00 peer
- i , )\ % 3 ¢
Thurstone, T. G. . 1959, specia1>regular .025 .61. peer
______________________________ [
Coy,. M. N. 1977  regulatsspeci .005 .86 ' other adult
< * .
Gampel, D? H., et al. 1974 regularsspecfal .025 A other adult .
. - % . *
Goldsteinj H., et al. 1965 - special>regular .025 .71 other adult
Gottlieb, J., et al. 1975 regular>special .005 .1.95 .other adult
° b %
Smith. H. W., et al. 1967 ' special=regular .500 . 0.00 other adult
a—— °

L4
I Ny f

%

Indicates assumed probability for peported'null effects that did not provide
"\ o . ’ ) } /

p-levels. . !

. - —

* . '
Indicatef that effect size or p-level was estimated from tabular or other inforZ

mation provided in the article.

¢ N

V4 -

+ . v
All p-levels peported as one tailed. ]
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Table 3

Comparison of Special Versus. Resource Class Placement

Effect
. ki .
Author(s) ) Year Outcome p—level+ Size Measure
\ . a :
. - o 2 % * £
Burke, D. A. . 1979 spec1al=resouqce ,+3500 0.00 self
Carrol, A. W. '1967 resource >special .025 .71 self
. -~ . -
‘ . ) S o *% *
. Kehle, T. J., et al. 1978 special=resource .500 0.00 self
) . ) k% * R
Kendall, W. S. ' - 1977 resource=special  .500 0.00 sélf
Lewis, M.PE. 1974 special>r‘esour‘c? .025 . .66 self
Strang, L., et al. . 1978 _resource>speacial .012 77 self
< \ . * 7% * ?
Tilley, B. K. 1971 special=sgesource .500 . 0.00 self
T ’ s ¥k *
. Walker, V. S. 1974 special=resource .500 0.00 self
L T T T T TS A L A
. *Kehle, T. J., et at. d,~3978 special>resource .025 © .34 teacher
LTI . _q . A J‘” N *% *
2 ; R?l;ey, B. K, . f ,‘}971 %Eecial=resource .500 0.00 teacher
b s ca W SRR '
. T F‘S ----------- e
* ° Shear&) Fi.B! o s T T974 resource>special  .025 . .34 peer
. R " %«" Lie (’.; 7 R . d
‘—-—’——" —«—’Q‘Q—-:“-%Mf ———————— ST T T T s T s s s m mrm e - - = P
. . 5 - ¢ *% *
Smlth,‘H. ﬂ , et'al.h 7! g?d§~ s Spec:g;-resource * .500 0.00 other adult
: ~ op i ;e ’
- o & < (-/
% e
* Indicates assumed probablllty for reported null effects that did not provide
- ’3 \ . . ‘x +
o p—levels. ’ . ' -
,‘ . * *

Indicates that effect size or p—lebel was estimated from tabular or other infor-
N . .

3

mation provided in the article. + 5
1 4 > -
. =
All p-levels reported as one tailed. -
) . '
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. . Table-4 .
' . . 194
Effect Size Information for Measures of Social Adjustment

o)

Type of - ~ Average Associat‘ed ) n _
Comp§rison p d-indexl. U:,>
Special vs. Regular/Resource ‘ )
[
Sglf v -.08 53.2 27
o Teacher - .2 | 59.1 13
Peer - ’ .38 64.8 8
< . ' )
“ Other Adult ' B 66.2 6 °
o -Special vs. Rg gLilar | o )
A oselfs . . ~.07 52.8 | 19
Teacher ‘ b2 59.5 o
“Peer ) ' - 249 68.8 7
. : “
Other Adult ) <51 " 69.5 5 -
égecial vVS. Resourc;e .
se1f -.10 T s4.0 8
\. Teacher ° n .17 56.7 : 2 )
Peer ) CT -.34 63.3 t 1
_ Other Adult " .00 © 50.0 ‘ "1 .
1Negative values mean regular or -resource class placém'ent was superior.
J : ‘ ‘
' Pgsitive values mean special class placement was Superior. . -
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